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AGENDA

USACE Programmatic Business Process

Systematic Planning Process

« SPP Sessions 1 & 2

 UFP-QAPP Worksheets 9, 10, and 11
« Discussions Prior to Solicitation

Military Munitions Response Program

« Importance of characterizing an MRS with geophysical sensor data that is digitally recorded
and geo-referenced, accompanied by a clear audit trail of pertinent analyses and resulting
decisions.

* Analog Methods

SPP — Awarding the Contract

Lesson Learned Throughout



8 OPERATING PRINCIPLES/BUSINESS PROCESS ;
IMPERATIVES

ER 5-1-11 states the five operating principles shall govern all work, both project and non-project
work, performed by USACE. These principles include:

1. Plan for success and keep commitments

2. Quality: Measure quality with the goals and expectations of the
customer in mind

and processes

4. Best Practices: Use best practices and seek continual

3. Communication: Build effective communication into all activities J
improvement J

5. AlIS: Use corporate automated information systems consistently \
and accurately




PROJECT DELIVERY BUSINESS PROCESS (PDBP)

Three (3) complementary imperatives govern the successful completion of projects:

n One Team, One Project, One PM

PMP: Manage all Projects with a PMP

PDT: The PDT is responsible for project success

[ The heart of PDBP is results-focused teamwork ]




PDBP IMPERATIVE 1.

1 PROJECT, 1 TEAM, 1 PM

« PDT (Project Delivery Team) consists of everyone necessary for successful development and
execution of all phases of the project

« Stakeholders are an integral part of the PDT

Project

Manager
(PM) Customer

Project
Engineer

Technical
Staff

PROJECT
DELIVERY
TEAM




PDBP IMPERATIVE 2: MANAGE WITHA PMP

* Project Management Plan (PMP): PM & PDT develop and maintain the PMP
Agreement between USACE and stakeholders that define project objectives

Signatures: *Should be signed by all PDT members, includes stakeholder approval but not required
to sign (* may use alternative methods for confirmation regarding stakeholders)

Living document, but still a commitment from all PDT members

Scalable: PMP is a scalable based on size and complexity of the project
Project Mgmt Plan:
- Scope of Work
- Budget plan
- Schedule plan
- Risk Mgmt plan
- Change Mgmt
- Comms plan

Establish PDT

Scope of work Budget Schedule Level of detail
¢ ] SN

Roadmap for project delivery

- Acquisition plan 0000

ifan
- Quality Mgt plan im
- Other plans




PDBP IMPERATIVE 3:
PDT RESPONSIBLE FOR PROJECT SUCCESS

Deliver Quality Projects on Time, on Budqget, Safely

Create PMP ' Coordination Ownership

= . >

The PDT is empowered to make decisions in support of the project and the PMP
Key: Understanding when to escalate an issue that is affecting project delivery




PDBP IMPERATIVE 3

PDT responsible for project success through life cycle of project.

Teamwork is Key to success!

Increases

Process is Communication Better
creative & Teamwork Planning
&
flexible

Responsibility
&

Accountability




PROJECT DIAGRAM

PROJECT

VALUE ENGINEERING ENGINEERING & CONSTRUCTION

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

CONTRACTING
{ﬁ / \ ":‘% CENTERS OF EXPERTISE
PARTNERING &/ \
</ RESOURCES \ %

people, funding, CHANGE MANAGEMENT

MARKETING/PAO erial, equipment) \

SUSTAINABILITY

REGULATORY
ENVIRONMENTAL LEGAL/OFFICE OF COUNSEL
RISK MANAGEMENT REAL ESTATE

Project: Scope, Schedule, Budget
Business Culture & Values: Safety, Quality, Service
Resources: Project Delivery Team

— USACE, Contractors, Regulators & Stakeholders



ONE PROJECT - ONE TEAM
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IDENTIFYING AND PREVENTING THE GAPS

®

®

C

®

o

®

C

®

G

®

€

O

O

(]

O

X

11



IDENTIFYING AND PREVENTING THE GAPS
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THE SYSTEMATIC PLANNING PROCESS

SPP supports decision making using a weight of evidence (WoE) approach,
which is based on multiple lines of evidence in the CSM. The WoE process
consists of systematically weighing and evaluating evidence (both quantitative
and qualitative), leading to a conclusion that is best supported by all the
information in the CSM. It considers the relevance, strength, and reliability of
all data, and promotes informed, defensible decisions on MRSs. SPP ensures
the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is developed through a collaborative effort
between the PDT, regulators and major stakeholders. The CSM is a key
project-planning and decision-making tool and must be updated regularly as
data is acquired throughout the project. EM 200-1-15 May 2022

B o ey

PLANNING

MucH Wose Remains 7O BE DONE BEFORE WE CAN ANMOUNCE

- FOF eaCh Step, |t prOV|deS Our ToTal FAlLRE TO MAKE AMy PROGRESS.

EM 200-1-15 provides SPP activity overview

* Inputs
» Activities
» Qutputs
— ldentifies participants needed
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SYSTEMATIC PLANNING PROCESS SESSIONS 1 & 2 |7

Planning Session #1 through Final MEC Remedial Action Report
. Remedial Design ) . . e
Project Phase REP-Contract Award Work Plan Preparation Remedy Implementation Final Reporting
----------------‘
Generalized . e .o . . Conitract RFP, Evaluation . . — .
PMP Activity || Pre-Award Systematic Project Planning | & Award Contract Project QAPP RA Field Work RA Report
L B N N N _§ |} L B N N N N N 4
MR-QAPP . . PR . . Geophysical Mapping & Data o —_— Final
Activity I Planning Session #1 Planning Session %2 I n/a Planning Sessions 3&4 Analysis Source Characterization Data Usability Assessment
I I EE B S [ N N N N _§ ]
S > LEAD-keyv; CONTR-key: LEAD-keyv: CONTE-kev: o :
Participants: LEAD-key; REG LEAD-key; REG LEAD-key: KO/OC LEAD-key; REG; | -ONTR-field; REG (for DUA | CONTR-field; REG (for DUA R
CONTR-k CONTR-rpt
HEY and other needed tasks) and other needed tasks) et
I Project QAPP cical M :
Io All available data from e * Planning Session #2 Planning Session 2 Final Project QAPP Geophysical Mapping & GfDPh) -;1<':a.1 : IIappmg
| + Planning Session #1 | ) - - and Analysis, Source
Inputs the RI. FS, ROD, ASR. o - outputs outputs Final QASP Analysis outputs Ch N o " P
I et utputs I. Draft QASP Contractor's Proposal Field Data Cued or One-Pass AGC araclernization an
' - data Tar get of ]_Interest
‘-------- N . . . Iu'.-'erstlgatlou
I lanning Session #2: * ]:uml%ze PWS _
_ _ 7 I\ site Visit * [l Bvaluation IVS Installation »  Final Data Usability
Planning Session #1: I I . etermine Data Needs e Tecue F:FP Site Visit Eguipment Assemblies ) ; Assessment
+ Define Overall l I . etermine Intended Uses c‘ te Visit Contracting Officer or Site Prep Anomaly Classification * Draft EA Report
Objectives I okData . ']:_llfmzi;lh dependent COR approves Project Geophysical Mapping Intrusive Activities » Assemble Appendices
Activities Other Activities: / Other A ctivities: Government Estimate %;\PE E:h-.ler;h.e Eara _A_tla]j! sis & Qﬁ icl{m{t%es D *  Assemble GIS
e Initiate Confrachac 'on .« EM Inde e Conduct Source orksheet 1 signed terpre_mpfm QA Activities (Fie ata) |« EM C}_{ hdep@&nl
« Tnitiate Right- { Eatrv - e IREp-;fnd_Enfl Reh;:' 0'1. and EM CX Independent QC Activities QA Activities (KO/COR) Technical Review
actions i ’"} D:ifl a?S g::ruacl'mn E '11;1.':u‘n1; gmr"’ Technical Review QA Activities (Field/Data) * PDT Meeting(s) to
J LI Criteria ¥ Independent |+ Finalize Rights-of- P ITLEE discuss decisions
- . — -— | i LR m—y Entry
4 Y/ 1 IVS Technical IVS Technical
1 7 . | Memorandum /2 Lecimica
1 Worksheet 11 DQO Final Proi } lity Memorandum
57 8 & E ject QAPP Quality management )
Io Worksheet 10 CSM Steps #3 & #4 I Final QASP reports Quality management
prishee Worksheet 0 updated ] nal QAS e reports
| (preliminary) Draft PWS Final QA Seed Plan(s) Data Usability Assessment Data Usability A ¢t |e Final RA Report
Outputs Waorksheet 11 DQO nEWe o I. Contractaward for High Density Area Anomaly Detection A3 LSADLITY Assessmen . PO
| : £1 8 49 Draft Evaluation Criferia . - _ Classified and ranked * Detailed Site Model
Steps #1 & #2 Draft Inden [ Characterization Analyses source list
L Worksheet 9 updated {_H_ f:l“'_i'_"::E._'._‘ e | Major Milestone Anomaly Selections An Iv Resoluti
| [‘):_' 'I:“f’jti; sHmate " Complete Updated CSM kf°§: y Resolution
l e ' QASP Reports ‘»I:E"c-' Milestone Complete
[ A ) Major Milestone Complete o - ]
Note: Red text indicates an activity that includes contracting (KO or COR)
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SYSTEMATIC PLANNING PROCESS PARTICIPANTS [T

Planning Session #1 through Final MEC Remedial Action Report

Llead Agent EM CX (optional)

AuN EEN BN BN SN EEE BN S

/

Contracter Geodetic Suwrvey Leader
Contracter Geodetic Suwrvey Team(s)

Remedial Design
Project Phase EFP-Contract Award Remedy Implementation Final Reporting
Work Plan Preparation
Generalized . . , , Contract EFP, Evaluation , . S
PMP Activity Pre-Award Systematic Project Planning & Award Contract Project QAPP RA Field Work RA Report
M_:EE_"_-‘ Planning Session #1 Planning Session #1 n'a Planning Sessions 384 Geoph}ncinlzﬁmg & Data Source Characterization Data Usahifjlt.?:l{ssessmm
o ) LEAD-kev: CONTR-key: LEAD-key: CONTR-kev: —— i
Participants: |  LEAD-key: REG LEAD-key; REG L REGS | CONTRfield: REG (for DUA | CONTRield: REG (for DUA | oo bV REGS
[ o and other needed tasks) and other needed tasks) A LRApL
. Crtputs from
* Project QAFP * . . , .
e  All available data fiom # S o Session £1 * Plamning Session £ « Plamning Session 2 s Final Project QAPP »  Geophysical Mapping & E”pﬁlf‘.l “*éﬁ"pm-g
Inputs the RI. FS. ROD. Asif | ® E‘!!h@“u £ oession = outputs outputs » Final QASP Analysis outputs Ci ‘acte:i;:ﬁoglalfcie
etc. PR, o Duaft QASP + Contractor's Proposal | Field Data * Cued or One-Pass AGC -
N da Target of Interest
U4 N\ ta vestigation
,, Planning Session £1: § IEn‘ﬂtle E.’.;’ tion
o Site Visit s * IVS Installation o Final Data Usability
Planning Sessiod/¥1: s Determine Data Needs \\ = Site Visit * Equipment Assemblies - Assessment
# Define Ovglfall + Determine Intended Uses | | e Wil Contracting Officeror | #  Site Prep s  Anomaly Classification s Dyaft RA Report
Objectiv of Daia N , COR approves Project | e Geophysical Mapping s Intrusive Activities s Assemble Appendices
S
I Lead Agent Key Personnel # ‘ Contracting/Counsel r Lead Regulator | Contractor Key Personnel ® Contractor Field Personnel Contractor Report Authors
Group # (LEAD-key) (KO/OC) | (REG) | (CONTR-key) (CONTR-field) (CONTR-rpt.)
[ Project Manager Lead Agent Contracting Officer  #Lead Regulator Project Manager [ Contractor Project Manager Contractor Project Geophysicist Contractor Project Manager
[ Contracting Officer I Lead Agent Office of Counsel ISupponi.ng staff (as determined f Contractor Techmical Manager (if not | Contractor QT Geophysicist Contractor Technical Manager
| Representative I J by the Lead Regulator FM) ! Geophysicist) Contractor Geophysicist Processor(s) (if not Geophysicist)
s | Techmical Manager (if not I = o Contractor Project Geophysicist Contractor Geophysicist Team Leader(s) | Contractor Project Geophysicist
g Geoph;—-;lcmt}. o I Contractor QC Geophysicist Contracter Geophysicist Team Member(s) | Contractor Project Chemist
ET | Lead Agent GEUP]?}NMM I Contractor Chemist Contractor GIS ManagerMember(s) Contractor Risk Assessor
E | Lead Agent Chemist [ Contractor Risk Assessor Contractor UXOSO Contractor MEC Operations
|| Lead Agent Risk Assessor | Centracter SUXO0S Contractor UNO Team Leader(s) Specialist
| Lead Agent OESS | Contractor UX 0O Team Members
\




GENERAL RD-RA WORKFLOW AND PLANNING

Planning Session #1 through Final MEC Remedial Action Report

Omtputs

————;‘

o Initiate Right-§f Entry
actions

4

S S

*  Worksheet 10 CSM
(preliminary)
Worksheet 11 DQO
Steps #1 & #2

*  Workshest 9 updated

bl L L L

»  Worksheet 11 DQO
Steps #3 & &4

i

Draft Evaluation Criteria
raft Independent

overnment Estimat
Draft QASP
]

Selection and
Evaluation Board

Contract award
I N S S .-

TeciNical

Prepare and
—‘:/ Award Contract

. 2@ Project QAPP
. inal JASP

Final QA Seed Plan(s)
for High Density Area
Characterization
Major Milestone
Complete

&  Quality management
reports

& Data Usability Assessment

Anomaly Detection

Analyses

Anomaly Selections

Updated CSM

QASF Eeports

Major Milestone Complete

¢ IVS Technical
Memorandum

*  (Quality management
reports

# Data Usability Assessment

¢ Classified and ranked
source list

+ Ancmaly Resolution
Report

* Major Milestone Complete

Remedial Design
Project Phase EFP-Contract Award Remedy Implementation Final Reporting
Work Plan Preparation
Generalized . . , , Contract EFP, Evaluation , . S
PMP Activity Pre-Award Systematic Project Planning & Award Contract Project QAFPP EA Field Work RA Report
M,&Emm Planning Session £1 Planning Session £2 n/a Planning Sessions 3&4 GeWh"“inmPPahmmg e I e Data Usab].i.‘;f’imssmn .
e LEAD-kev; CONTR-key; LEAD-key; CONTR-key: o
Participants: LEAD-kev: REG LEAD-kev: REG C I‘Eé{]:;};;{ ]‘E‘E G; CONTRAfield;: REG (for DUA | CONTR-field: REG (for DUA LES{I:{_].’;;{ R];:G’
SEee and other needed tasks) and other needed tasks) S Rept
« Project QAPP o=
o All available data from . . ¢ Planning Session #2 * Planning Session 2 s  Final Project QAPP »  Geophysical Mapping & opysical Ao ApRIs
I TR T TR L T » Planning Session #1 |} . ) - and Analysis, Source
nputs . oufpls outputs + Final QASP Analysis outputs Characterization and
etc o *  Draft DASP + Contractor's Proposal | Field Data + Cued or One-Pass AGC T £ Tnferes
WS #10 and #11 oo e of
e e Investigation
: s Finalize\ PWS
before RFPcs s |
- || Dhatzcvaliation : e VS Installation o  Final Data Usability
. : DetermineDuts Meeds =y _ rzl,fe,ifr_ 1 1 & Site Visit » Equipment Assemblies Assessment
s Define Overall \ ¢ Determine Intended Uses 1 . :"'.c-.-'"-'_T | Contracting Officeror | #  Site Prep ¢ Anomaly Classification * Draft RA Report
Objectives \ of Data Ef ::“L sepsadeat - COF. approves Project | «  Geophysical Mapping * Intmsive Activities *  Assemble Appendices
Activities Other Activities: ther Activities: E:n:';;:m;neﬁt E ;iu;.:ue \ U!-:'\P P 3‘51"‘56'1'_-331& « Data Analfsis & « QC Acti_n_h_:es . s Aszemble GIS
e Initiate Contracy Action Condnct Sonre o Yorksheet 1 signed Interpretation * QA Activifies (FieldData) |« EM CX Independent
Conduet Source « EMCXIn " A it e QA Activities (KO/COR) Techmical Review

+ PDT Meeting(s) to
discuss decisions

+ Final BA Report
# Detailed Site Model
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WS #9, #10, AND #11: WHERE DO YOU BEGIN?

Planning tool for characterization and
remediation of MEC at MRSs

—Module 1: RI/FS
—Module 2: RA

Based on Uniform Federal Policy for
Quality Assurance Project Plans
(UFP-QAPP, IDQTF, 2005)

Provides guide for completing QAPP

— Black text = min. recommended
requirements

— Blue text = examples
— Green text = instructions

Uniform Federal Policy
For
Quality Assurance Project
Plans

Munitions Response QAPP Toolkit

Module 1:
Remedial Investigation (R1)/Feasibility Study (FS)

Final, December 2018

17



IDENTIFYING KEY QUESTIONS

Before we start the project, it’s
essential to answer some key
questions —

+What do we know about the site?
—What is the end result of this phase?

To answer these questions, we
need to start thinking about —

The conceptual site model (CSM) —
UFP-QAPP WS #10

_The data quality objectives (DQOs) —
UFP-QAPP WS #11

“If you don’t know where you want to go,

how will you know when you get there?”

18



DATA QUALITY OBJECTIVE?

DQOs let us know WHEN THE
PROJECT IS DONE

Or, more specifically, when we have
project data of

— The right type(s)
— Sufficient quantity
— Adequate quality

... to confirm CSM and demonstrate the
selected remedy has been implemented
DQOs HAVE to be measurable!

Remember! If the CSM changes, DQOs may need to change
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WS #11: HOW THE DQO PROCESS “FLOWS”

Step 1 — State the Problem State the «
Step 2 - Identify the decision to be made Problem \‘\\\
\

Step 3 — Identify the inputs to the decision ,: \\
— What data do we need to answer those Decn:,:og t~ \\

questions? to be Made VNG
Step 4 — Define the study boundaries " ) ' \‘ ‘\|
—What are the limits on data collection? ; f;;nuattslon "\ \ ':
Steps 5 through 7 - Technical Approach ! \\ ': !
— How do we use the data? . N

Define / Vg )

— What are the standards for data usability? Boundaries SN 1

— How do we collect the data? K

4
S ‘,,;',,’/,The DATA needs and
Abbroach - limitations WE define
PP drive the approach we get!




Current understanding of site

— Types of MEC/MC and areas where
they are located

— Terrain considerations

— Access restrictions

Narrative description supported by:
— Tables, maps, figures, and graphics

Assists in developing investigation
strategy and DQOs

Should be in good shape at the
RA stage!

| WS #10: CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL (CSM)

21
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Table 10-1. Overview of Preliminary Conceptual Site Model, Camp Example - MRS A

Potential/Suspected

Known/ Suspected

Exposure

Current and

Site Details Location and . ) Future Exposure Pathways
Distribution of MEC Munitions Medium Receptors

Camp Example, MRS A High-use areas [HUA): -Bomb, HE, M30A1 Surface soil | Ranchers HUA: Potentially
-Evidence of munitions | -Bomb, practice, 100-Ib, | and Farmers complete exposure to

Boundaries and acreage: See Figure handling or use (e.g., M38A2 subsurface Hunters surface and/or

10-2 target areas) -nose fuze, AN-M103 soil Hikers subsurface MEC
-High likelihood of Series Campers

Background anomaly density finding residual MEC, -tail fuze, AN-M100 Residents

(estimated): 75/acre MD, or range-related Series U.S. Forestry
debris (RRD) M1A1 spotting charges Service

Known/suspected past DoD activities
(release mechanisms):

Bombing Target #1: Proposed, but
no-evidence-of-use

Bombing Target #2: 100-lb practice
bombs

Bombing Target #3: Proposed but no-
evidence-of-use

| Present Day
Forested Areas

-Anomaly density 2
critical density

for 100-Ib practice
bombs

Low-use areas (LUA):
-Low likelihood of
finding residual MEC,
MD, or RRD
-Anomaly density <
critical density

Present Da
Florida National Guard Range

MRS 09 C2and C4 Combat Firing Ranges

8
E

e

Wiles %

Historical Combat Firing Range

LUA: Potentially
complete exposure to
surface and/or
subsurface MEC

Hist
Firing ?:%?ms
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WS #10: CSM — ELEMENTS

Facility Profile Physical Profile

— Site location, size and ownership — Accessibility

— ldentification of munitions and — Topography and vegetation
hazardous SUbStanceS known or —_ Geo|ogic and hydrogeologic Setting
suspected to be present _ Climate

_]?oncise summary otf re![_evant findings _ Endangered species, sensitive
rfom previous investigations habitats, and cultural resources

—ROE status — Areas that are or might be inaccessible

to investigation

Consider how this relates to the phase
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WS #10: CSM — ELEMENTS, CONT’D.

Release Profile Land Use and Exposure Profile
— Location and distribution of munitions — Current land uses

and hazardous substances — Neighboring land uses

* Horizontal AND vertical — Access conditions

 Affected environmental media « Temporal restrictions?

* Anomaly densities? » Limitations on ROE?

— The areas being addressed by the
selected remedy

Consider how this relates to the phase.
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WS#9: PROJECT PLANNING SESSION SUMMARY

For each planning session (inc. pre-award)
— Meeting purpose, dates, and locations
— Attendees, roles, and contact information
— Meeting summary
« Consensus decisions made

e Action items
 Regulator and stakeholder concerns

e Other notes/comments

Affiliation E-mail Project Role

Document, Document, Document !



LESSONS LEARNED

When you’re buying a car, do you...
— Just ask the salesman for “a car’?
— Tell them your preferences and expectations?

Use Systematic Planning Process (SPP)

It helps us organize our thinking about the project.

Gets the government and the regulators on the same page before award.
Allows our regulators and stakeholders buy in before the award.
Assemble the RIGHT team.

Provides a consistent outline for communication!

BENEFITS: It helps outline potential roadblocks with:
— Confusion and later disagreement on the CSM

— Cultural and ecological concerns at the site

— Vegetation cutting restrictions

— Potential schedule delays

— Stakeholder issues/concerns

25
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LESSONS LEARNED CONTINUED

Conduct SPP meetings BEFORE we finalize PWS & QAPP Worksheets9 - 11

SPP Meetings 1 & 2 Outputs help outline the project

—What we currently know about the site

—What needs to be done

— Our key expectations for the project regarding data collection

— Stakeholder issues/concerns

— Sets up a better project for our contractors to bid and understand

Contractors aren’t psychic! We can’t expect them to know everything we want
or need.

If we don’t clearly outline Worksheets 10 & 11, it's likely we'll be disappointed by the
result.
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SPP DISCUSSIONS PRIOR TO SOLICITATION

Anomaly detection/classification
issues

— Anomaly density estimates

— Anomaly reduction (saturated areas)
— Production rates

— Depth of classification considerations

— Coverage exclusions (ROD/ROE or
other)

Specific technology limitations or
expectations

— Did government (ROD) say analog
anywhere?

— Does an Item of Concern (I0OC) require
unique approaches?

Explosives safety considerations

Biological and Cultural Resource
Considerations

— Pre-solicitation, determine biological
and cultural resource needs

— Include in planning and in PWS

Draft Quality Assurance Surveillance
Plan (QASP)

— Required for service contracts

— Alerts contractor who is doing what
and when

» Should really reference project
QAPP in many places
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MILITARY MUNITIONS RESPONSE PROGRAM POLICY
DERP Manual States:
= Administrative Record (AR) must include:
» Data gathered to characterize a munitions response site (MRS) (including geophysical sensor data that is
digitally recorded and geo-referenced) accompanied by a clear audit trail of pertinent analyses and resulting

decisions.

= When analog is used:
» “Where collecting digitally recorded, geo-referenced, geophysical sensor data is impractical or unwarranted,

the installation shall forward a memorandum documenting the determination to the DoD Component

Secretariat; the memorandum shall be included in the administrative record and the information repository.”
DoDM 4715.20

AGC Implementation at FUDS MMRP Projects (aka the Karen Baker memo)

AGC is the standard:
> 95a: AGCis the preferred method for geophysical data collection in FUDS munitions response activities during

the investigative and clean up phases
» 5b: Non-AGC digital geophysical mapping (DGM) can be used for detection when followed by AGC

If analog is used:
> 95i: “For site-specific cases where the PDT determines use of AGC is not feasible or practical within a given MRS,

the specific reasons shall be clearly documented in the administrative record for the MMRP project.”
FUDS Guidance on Implementation of AGC Technology at MMRP Projects, 24 April 2017



ANOMALY DENSITY AND SURVEY COVERAGE

420990

421000

421010

420990

421000

421010
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Coverage Gaps: Croft_BA-37

15 F ;
~ L ]
&3 10| ° ot |
<
§ 5| 2 o
¢ ®
o
,é.,_ 0l o ‘ e 20 g
= @ 0
o 5! ® @ .‘ 4
= O
— |
-10; Py g ¢
Z @ Q
-15 & - P | r
-20 -10 0 10 20

Easting (m) - 420999.82

29



ANOMALY REDUCTION (SATURATED AREAS)

Saturated response areas (SRAs)

— Areas where geophysical methods
cannot discern individual sources

Two primary methods for anomaly
reduction:

— Analog methods

« Searching for, excavating, and
documenting each detectable source
using mag and dig THEN following
with dynamic AGC

— Dig and sift methods

* |[dentifying and documenting each
recovered source using dig and sift,
THEN following with dynamic AGC

30




DEPTH OF CLASSIFICATION CONSIDERATIONS

Depth of detection

— What are the depths for all ltem of
Concerns (I0Cs)?

Removal to X depth
— Does ROD explicitly state MEC are
remaining deeper?
« Good news — stop digging at X!
— What about classification errors?
e Such as
— Resolution
— Center of mass -vs- subsurface plane
» Account for errors and variability

— What about Target of Interests that are
classified deeper than X?

 Digging them is the default
* There may be exceptions




ISSUES WITH ANALOG

Using digital geophysical instruments

— Long-standing DoD policy preference is to use
digital geophysical technologies for MMRP
response

— DoD-EPA MOU (March 2000) requires digitally
recorded and georeferenced data to maximum
practicable extent

Using AGC instruments
— HQ USACE has determined

» “AGC is the preferred method for
geophysical data collection in FUDS
munitions response activities...”

« PDTs “shall consider the use of AGC as the
standard for digital geophysical data
collection...”

Additionally, new positioning technology
(SLAM) allows use of digital sensors in many
more locations

Use of analog geophysical methods
for supporting project decisions
MUST be justified and approved

32



WHEN IS IT OKAY TO USE ANALOG?

Analog methods are only supposed to be
used when no digital (DGM/AGC) sensor can
be used, or when NOT being used to make
decisions

— Examples of use:
« Anomaly avoidance

 Instrument-assisted anomaly reduction or
surface sweep prior to DGM/AGC mapping

 Mag and dig in SRAs to reduce no. of

Wetland area with

anomalies prior to DGM/AGC mapping vegetation restrictions-
- Investigation of TOls identified using Cannot get a digital tool

DGM/AGC to the ground surface
 Limited fill-in along point-to-point sampling

gap

« When the ROD says it’s okay
— This is a “new” expectation; analog

must be explicitly stated Terrain- not a problem! 2%

33
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STILL MORE LESSONS LEARNED

Ensure PWS & QAPP WS#9-#11 deal with Selected Remedy implementation
— Use the ROD

Conduct pre-proposal site visits
— Pre-RFP and pre-award

Discuss and document the issues
— Anomaly density estimates and SRAs
— Depth of classification considerations
— Access limitations

— Coverage exclusions

— Specific technology expectations

— Explosives safety considerations

— Biological and Cultural Resources

— Draft QASP

Don’t kick the can! You’'ll regret it!



SPP 1 & 2 FEEDS INTO THE RFP & EVALUATION

R

Contract RFP,

Evaluation &
Award
Contract

 Worksheet 10 CSM
(preliminary)

 Worksheet 11 DQO
Steps #1 & #2

* Worksheet 9 updated

 Worksheet 11 DQO
Steps #3 & #4

* Worksheet 9 updated
e Draft PWS
» Draft Evaluation

Criteria

 Draft Independent

Government Estimate

- Draft QASP

35



b4 IT'S A PACKAGE DEAL

1.0 OBJECTIVE:
The overall objective of this task or

a-.:cepmu Evaluator’s Iny
Compen Name:

Regulat -

Munitio Evaluation Ral"F 2 juation

must be achieved
2.0 BAC]Y or 'Neutral Confid
CLINs will be eval
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THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP)

~ Technical Proposals: Technical Proposals shall be provided with sufficient detail and \
supporting data to permit appropriate review and analysis of the Contractor's stated technical
approach including a detailed breakdown of the labor mix for each specific task. Failure to
provide detailed documentation may preclude your proposal from further consideration. The
Contractor shall submit a project schedule which demonstrates the ability to perform all task

\ requirements within project timelines. j

Price Proposal Structure: Your price proposal shall be provided in Excel format, unlocked
and with all formulas intact by utilizing the enclosed pricing structure. All CLINs/Tasks are to be
priced as shown on the Price Spreadsheet enclosed for incorporation into the award. For
Government price analysis and evaluation purposes, a detailed breakdown of Subcontractor
prices is required at any dollar threshold in a competitive/fair opportunity environment. Lump
sum pricing shall not be provided. Please round all of your prices to the nearest whole dollar.

Wage Determination: The contractor is required to comply with the Department of Labor
Service Contract Act Wage Determination for this effort as follows below. Increases to your
wage rates as a result of this wage determination shall be in accordance with Federal
Acquisition Regulations (FAR) 52.222-41 and 52 222-43. The current prevailing SCA Wage
Determination for this site location is: 2015-5489, Revision 13, dated April 7, 2021.

/" Evaluation Factors: Selection Criteria: Best Value, Trade-Off Analysis. Proposal Evaluatiﬂn\
* Factors and Weighting breakdown for this solicitation are as follows:

Evaluation Factors Weight
Technical Approach Most Important
Pnce Less than Technical, but more than Past Performance
k Past Performance Least Important J

* All non-price factors, when combined, are significantly more important than price.
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BEST VALUE - TRADEOFF VS LPTA

The Best Value Continuum is defined in the DOD Source Selection Procedures and FAR 15.101

“Tradeoff Source Selection Process (see FAR 15.101-1). This process allows for a tradeoff between
non-cost factors and cost/price and allows the Government to accept other than the lowest priced
proposal or other than the highest technically rated proposal to achieve a best-value contract award.”

“Lowest Price Technically Acceptable (LPTA) Source Selection Process (see FAR 15.101-2). The

LPTA process is appropriate when best value is expected to result from selection of a technically
acceptable proposal with the lowest evaluated price.”

https://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/usa007183-10-dpap.pdf
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DEFINING TECHNICAL AND RISK

The technical rating reflects the degree to which the proposed approach meets or does not meet the
minimum performance or capability requirements through an assessment of the strengths,
weaknesses, deficiencies, and risks of a proposal.

The purpose of the technical factor(s) is to assess the offeror’s proposed approach, as detailed in its
proposal, to satisfy the Government’s requirements. There are many aspects which may affect an
offeror’s ability to meet the solicitation requirements. Examples include technical approach, risk,
management approach, personnel qualifications, facilities, and others. The evaluation of risk is related
to the technical assessment.

Technical Risk Rating. Assessment of technical risk, which is manifested by the identification of
weakness(es), considers potential for disruption of schedule, increased costs, degradation of
performance, the need for increased Government oversight, or the likelihood of unsuccessful contract
performance.
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THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL, CONT’D.

Evaluation Ratings: To receive consideration for award, a rating of no less than "Acceptable’
must be achieved for Technical Approach and a rating of no less than 'Satisfactory Confidence'
or 'Neutral Confidence' must be achieved for Past Performance. The proposed price of FFP

CLINs will be evaluated for fairness and reasonableness, and the CPFF CLIN will be evaluated
for fairness, reasonableness and realism.

Technical Approach: The technical proposal shall address the technical requirements of the
enclosed PWS. The Contractor shall submit a proposal describing the technical approach to be
used to accomplish the project activities required. The technical proposal should be detailed,
concise, and should cover how the Contractor will meet the objectives of the PWS, who will be
performing the work, and what equipment and supplies will be required. Particular attention
should be paid to how the Contractor will assure the Government that the work being performed
will accurately and effectively achieve the objectives of the PWS.

The proposal should describe how the quality of the work will be assured and how it will be
presented in the report. The proposal should take the reviewer step by step through each
phase of the work, explaining each step, in detail.

The Contractor shall identify the risks associated with, and contingencies for, the proposed
technical approach. The Contractor should also discuss any and all assumptions made when
developing their technical approach. All assumptions shall be listed immediately after the table
of contents and cite the page and paragraph to which each assumption refers. Please note the
Government will look unfavorably upon any assumption that qualifies a Contractor's proposal. A
detailed basis of estimate shall be provided in both the technical and price volumes and needs
to be in sufficient detail to support the proposal submission.
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LESSONS LEARNED - AWARD

OUTPUTS from SPPs 1 & 2 are crucial to develop the PWS and set up the
project for success.

NEED Worksheets 9-11 before award.

NEED critical issues identified before award to ensure contractors can include in
their proposal, decrease assumptions and develop a robust schedule.

The better the communication to develop Worksheets 10 & 11, the better the PWS
Is outlined.

The better the PWS and WS 9 from SPP 1 & 2, the better the Final UFP-QAPP.
The better the UFP-QAPP, the better the field work.

The better the field work, the better data and analysis.

WHICH RESULTS IS A HAPPY TEAM.
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